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Applicant's Amendment dated July 9, 2009 has been carefully considered but is non- 
persuasive. Claims 1-22 are pending. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 1-2, 15-16 and 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Kurusu 5,693,992, Applicant has argued that the Office action states that the first 
surface of the hollow blade of Kurusu is the core member 24, and that the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of the term "surface" of the hollow blade is the outer face, outside, or exterior 
boundary of the hollow blade, and that the core member 24 does not fit the definition of surface 
of the hollow blade 25. This argument is not persuasive, because surface 24 meets the limitation 
of the hollow blade having a first surface integrally molded with or fixed to the main plate 21 . 
Concerning Applicant's argument that in figures 6a to 6c of Kurusu, Kurusu teaches mounting 
the blades 25 to the base plate 21 using the core member 24 and its claws 24 and fails to disclose 
or to suggest molding or fixing the first surface of the blades 25 to a main plate, this argument is 
not persuasive because the first surface 24 is clearly shown as molded or fixed to the main plate 
21. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 1-5, 6, 7-9, 10, 11-12 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Gerken 6,508,627 in view of Atarashi 4,971,521, Applicant has 
argued that claims 1 and 2 recite that the first surface portion of the blades are molded with or 
fixed to the main plate, and that Gerken teaches away from molding and also teaches away from 
fixing the first surface portion of blades to the main plate. Applicant has specifically argued that 
Gerken discloses a blade designed to accept thread cutting or thread forming screws, for 
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attachment of the blade to a ring-shroud and back-plate, and discloses openings 51 and 55 
arranged in the interior of the blades 40 and not on the surface portion to receive screws. 
Applicant has further argued that an intended purpose of Gerken is to provide a blade designed to 
accept thread cutting or thread forming screws, for attachment of the blade to a ring-shroud and 
back-plate, and that modifying the blade of Gerken for molding would destroy the intended 
purpose and there is no suggestion or motivation to do so. Applicant has further argued that an 
intended purpose of Gerken is to provide openings in the interior of the blades 41 to receive 
screws, and fails to disclose a structure that allows the screws to be attached to a first surface 
portion of the blade. Applicant has further argued that Gerken teaches away from a first surface 
portion fixed to the main plate, and that modifying the invention to do so would destroy the 
intended purpose thereof. Applicant has further argued that if any teaching in the Atarashi and 
Dorman references point to molding or fixing the first surface portion to the main plate, such a 
modification would not be proper because Gerken teaches away from molding and fixing the 
first surface portion to the main plate as stated. These arguments are respectfully disagreed with. 
Modifying Gerken in the proposed manner would not destroy the intended purpose of Gerken. 
Modifying Gerken such that each of the hollow blades includes a first surface portion integrally 
molded with or fixed to the main plate and a second surface portion attached to the first surface 
portion would result in a molded structure or fixed structure, which eliminates having to tap the 
blades for set screws, and would be obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art. 
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Election/Restrictions 

Claim 13 is withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as being 
drawn to a nonelected species, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. Election was 
made without traverse in the reply filed on March 25, 2009. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more lh;m one >e;ir prior to the date of application lor paicni in the United States. 

Claims 1-2, 15-16 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kurusu et al. (U.S. Patent 5,693,992). 

Kurusu et al. disclose an impeller of a centrifugal fan comprising: 

a main plate (fig 8, 21) configured to rotate around a rotating shaft; 

a plurality of hollow blades (25 and 24 connect to leave a hollow space) annularly 
disposed around the rotating shaft, each of the hollow blades including a first surface (24) 
portion integrally molded with or fixed to the main plate (21) and a second surface (25) portion 
attached to the first surface portion, the first and second surface portions forming a hollow space; 
and 

a side plate (38) integrally molded with or fixed to the first surface portions, 
the hollow blades being disposed between the main plate and the side plate, 
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the main plate, the hollow blades and the side plate being configured to take in gas from a 
rotating shaft direction and blow out the gas in a direction intersecting the rotating shaft, and 

each of the second surface portions (25) forming at least a part of a negative pressure 
surface. 

Regarding claim 2, Kurusu et al. disclose an impeller of a centrifugal fan comprising: 
a main plate (fig 8, 21) configured to rotate around a rotating shaft; 
a plurality of hollow blades (25 and 24 connect to leave a hollow space) annularly 
disposed around the rotating shaft, each of the hollow blades including a first surface (24) 
portion integrally molded with or fixed to the main plate (2 1 ) and a second surface portion (25) 
attached to the first surface portion, the first and second surface portions forming a hollow space; 
and 

a side plate (38) integrally molded with or fixed to the first surface portions, 

the hollow blades being disposed between the main plate and the side plate (fig 8), 

the main plate, the hollow blades and the side plate being configured to take in gas from a 

rotating shaft direction and blow out the gas in a direction intersecting the rotating shaft, and 
the second surface portions being configured to remain attached to the first surface 

portions while centrifugal force resulting from the rotation of the main plate act thereon (24 

hooks into 25). 

Regarding claims 15 and 18, Kurusu et al. disclose the first surface portions are 
separately molded (the two surfaces are made separately and then connected together when 
hooks 24 lock into blades 25). 
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Regarding claims 16 and 19, Kurusu et al. disclose that the fan could be welded (col. 2 
lines 9-15), but is silent as to the type of welding. The claimed phrase "by laser welding" is 
being treated as a product by process limitation; that is, that the fan is made by laser welding. As 
set forth in MPEP 2113, product by process claims are NOT limited to the manipulations of the 
recited steps, only to the structure implied by the steps. Once a product appearing to be 
substantially the same or similar is found, a 35 USC 102/103 rejection may be made and the 
burden is shifted to applicant to show an unobvious difference. See MPEP 2113. 

Thus, even though Kurusu et al. is silent as to the process used to make the fan, it appears 
that the product in Kurusu et al. would be the same or similar as that claimed; especially since 
both applicant's product and the modified prior art product can be welded. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5, 7-9, 11-12, 14, and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gerken et al. (U.S. Patent 6,508,627) in view of Atarashi et al. (U.S. Patent 
4,971,521). 

Gerken et al. discloses an impeller of a centrifugal fan comprising: 
a main plate (fig 2, 13) configured to rotate around a rotating shaft; 
a plurality of hollow blades (11) annularly disposed around the rotating shaft; and 
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a side plate (15) integrally molded with or fixed to the first surface portions, 
the hollow blades being disposed between the main plate and the side plate (fig 2), 
the main plate, the hollow blades and the side plate being configured to take in gas from a 
rotating shaft direction and blow out the gas in a direction intersecting the rotating shaft. 

Gerken et al. does not teach that each of the hollow blades including a first surface 
portion integrally molded with or fixed to the main plate and a second surface portion attached to 
the first surface portion, the first and second surface portions forming a hollow space and 

each of the second surface portions (25) forming at least a part of a negative pressure 

surface 

However, Atarashi et al. teaches of a blade made up of two surface portions fixed or 
molded to the main plate for the purpose of removing the disadvantages such as tapping the 
blades for set screws (col. 1-2 lines 63-2 and col. 2 lines 11-16). 

Since Gerken et al. and Atarashi et al. are both from the impeller art, the purpose 
disclosed by Atarashi et al. would have been recognized in the pertinent art of Gerken et al. It 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the 
art to use the two surface hollow airfoils of Atarashi et al. in the invention of Gerken et al. for the 
purpose of removing the need to tap the blades for set screws (col. 1-2 lines 63-2 and col. 2 lines 
11-16). 

Regarding claim 2, the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 1 above and the first and second surface portions are designed 
to remain attached (they are typically connected by welding, Gerken, col. 2 lines 48-52). 
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Regarding claim 3, the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 1 above and discloses inserting a portion of the second surface 
into the first surface (the leading edge of 3 is inserted into 1 at 4). 

Regarding claim 4, the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 1 above and the first surface portion and the second surface 
portion are separately molded (the blade is attached to the first surface, Gerken, col. 2, lines 48- 
52). 

Regarding claims 5 and 9, the modified apparatus of Gerken teaches that the fan could be 
welded (col. 2 lines 48-52), but is silent as to the type of welding. The claimed phrase "by laser 
welding" is being treated as a product by process limitation; that is, that the fan is made by laser 
welding. As set forth in MPEP 2113, product by process claims are NOT limited to the 
manipulations of the recited steps, only to the structure implied by the steps. Once a product 
appearing to be substantially the same or similar is found, a 35 USC 102/103 rejection may be 
made and the burden is shifted to applicant to show an unobvious difference. See MPEP 2113. 

Thus, even though the modified apparatus of Gerken is silent as to the process used to 
make the fan, it appears that the product in Gerken would be the same or similar as that claimed; 
especially since both applicant's product and the modified prior art product can be welded. 

Regarding claim 7, the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 1 above and a side plate guide mechanism for positioning the 
blades (a screw can be used to temporarily hold the blade). 

Regarding claim 8, the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 4 above. 
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Regarding claim 1 1 , the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 7 above. 

Regarding claim 12, the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 1 above and a blade shape retaining mechanism (ribs 2). 

Regarding claim 14, the modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed in claim 1 above and a drive mechanism to rotate the plate (Gerken 
discloses a centrifugal fan in the abstract). 

Regarding claims 21 and 22, the first surface portion forms part of a positive pressure 
surface. 

Claims 6 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gerken 
et al. (U.S. Patent 6,508,627) in view of Atarashi et al. (U.S. Patent 4,971,521). 

The modified apparatus of Gerken discloses all of the claimed limitations as discussed in 
the rejection of claim 1 above, but does not disclose a higher light transmittance of the first 
surface portions. 

Gerken in view of Atarashi as modified in the rejection of claim 1 above, teach of using 
weldable materials as claimed. It is common practice in the art to change the light transmittance 
(color) of separate parts in order to better differentiate between parts during assembly. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the light transmittance of the modified apparatus of Gerken as an 
engineering expedient. 
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Claims 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kurusu 

etal. 

Kurusu et al. disclose all of the claimed limitations as discussed in the rejection of claim 
16 and 19 above, but does not disclose a higher light transmittance of the first surface portions. 

Claims 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as unpatentable over Kurusu et al. 
Kurusu et al. teach of using weldable materials as claimed (col. 2 lines 9-14). It is common 
practice in the art to change the light transmittance (color) of separate parts in order to better 
differentiate between parts during assembly. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the light 
transmittance of the parts of Kurusu et al. as an engineering expedient. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher Verdier whose telephone number is (571) 272-4824. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 10:00-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward K. Look can be reached on (57 1 ) 272-4820. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Christopher Verdier/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3745 



Christopher Verdier 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3745 



